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REMARKS 

Clairas 1-5 and 1 1-13 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No, 5,959,707 to Murai et al. ("Murai") in vievv of Takei U.S. Patent No. 
5,559,615 CTakei"). 

Claims 6 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Murai in view Takei in further view of U.S. Patent 5,796,454 to Ma ("Ma"). 

Claims 15-18 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent to Willet et al ("Willet'^) in view of Murai and Takei. 

Claims 19-23, 28, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over WiUet in view of Murai and Takei and further in view of Ma. 

Claims 30-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over Willet 
in view of Murai, Takei and Ma. 

Claims 34-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) a,s being unpatentable over Willet 
in view of Tdeei and Ma, and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,737,044 to Van Haar^ ct al. ("Van 
Haaren"). 

Claims 7-10 and 25-27 were previously canceled. Claims 1-6, 1 1-24, and 28-37 remain 
pending. 

No new matter is introduced. 

In Applicants previous arguments, the claims were variously differentiated over the prior art 
cited by the Examiner. In tlnis rejection, the Examiner has cited Taipei. It is respectfully submitted 
that this line of rejections are based on impermissible hindsight The test under §103 is whether the 
references, taken as a whole^ would suggest the in vention to one of ordinary skill in tlie art. 
Medtronics, Inc, v. Cardiac Pacemakers. Inc.. 220 USPQ 97 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Additionally, tlie 
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lixamijier has not pointed to any motivationaj statements in any of the cited art for combimticns 
thereof When determining the patentabiUty of a claimed invention which combines two known 
elements, the question is whether there is something in the prior ait as a whole to suggest the 
desirability, andthiwi the obviouisnesg, of making the combination. WMS Gaming, Inc. v. 
Memational Game Technology, 184 F.3d 1339, 1355 (Fed. Cir. 1999). When prior^ait references 
require a selective combination to render obvious a subsequent invention, there must be some 
reason for the combination other than the hindsight gleaned from the invention itself Something in 
the prior art as a whole must suggest the desirability and thus the obviousness, of making the 
combination. Uniroyal Inc. v. Rudkin-Wtlev Corp.- 5 USPQ2d 1434 (Fed. Cir. J.988). 
Rejection of aalms 1-5 and 11-13 under 35 Section 103fa^ 

The Office Action states that Murai discloses in Figs. 14-24, a cholesteric liquid crystal 
polarizing device comprising: a suhgti-ate or glass, an alignment layer or polyimide, and a 
cholesteric liquid crystal layer including multiple domains skewed at distribution angles and 
including a plurality of sub-domains, said sub-domains being disposed within a distribution of 
angles relative to said at least one domain, each of said domains skewed at an angle relative to a 
plane parallel to said substrate or skewed at a substantially uniform angle. 

Murai does not teach or suggest the invention recited in claim L Specifically, Murai does 
not teach a cholesteric Liquid crystal polarizing device tlutt includes a substrate, an alignment layer, 
and a cholesteric liquid crystal layer including multiple domains where each of the domains is 
skewed at a random angle relative to a plane parallel to tlic substrate, as admitted by tlie Examiner. 
Takei is cited by the Examiner as disclosing that the domains are skewed at a random angle. 
However, it is respectfully submitted tliat Takei teaches that "The cholesteric liquid crystal is in a 
random.ly aligned state to be twisted at a specific hclica) pitch in the absence of an electric field" 
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(Abstract, I'akci). In view of the foregoing, it is respectiully submitted that claim 1 is patentable 
over Murai and I'akei. 

Claims 2-5 and 1 1-13, which depend directly or indirectly from the independent claim 1 
incorporate all of the limitations of claim 1 and are Uierefore also patentable over Murai for at least 
those reasons provided for claim 1. 

Rejection of aaima 6 and 14 under 35 U.S.C> Section 103fa^ 

The Office Action states that Murai and Takei discloses the device structure as recited in the 
claim, but docs not specifjoaJly disclose pixel regions ajtranged in a repealing array of different 
colors. The Office action further states that Ma discloses a cholesteric LCD comprising a 
monochromatic device wherein pixel regions are arranged in a repeating array of red pixels, green 
pixels, and blue pixels, said red pixels reflecting circularly polarized red light, said green pixels 
reflecting circularly polarized green light, and blue pixels reflecting circularly polarized blue light. 

However, Murai, Takei and Ma, whether taken alone or in combination, do not teach or 
suggest the subject matter recited in claim U as Murai, Takei and Ma fail at least to teach or suggest 
a cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device that includes a substrate, an alignment layer, and a 
cholesteric liquid crystal layer including multiple domains where each of the domains is skewed at a 
random angle relative to a plane parallel to the substrate. Takei teaches that "The cholesteric liquid 
crystal is in a randomly aligned state to be twisted at a specific helical phch in the absence of an 
electric field" (Abstract, Takei). In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully subnutted that claim 1 is 
patentable over Murai, Takei and Ma. 

In view of the tbrcgoing, it is respectfiilly submitted that Murai, Takei and Ma, whether 
taken alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the subject matter reched in claims 6 and 14, 
which depend directly or indirectly from tbc independent claim 1 and incorporate all of the 
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liniitaJions of claim 1, and are therefore also patentable over Murai, Takei and Ma for at least those 
reasons provided for claim 1 . 

Rejection of aaima 15-lS and 24 under 35 U>&C1 S^ctinn lay ^) 

The Offtcc Action states that WiUet discloses, in fig. 2, a reflective liquid crystal display 
compriRing a planar cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device, a liquid crystal cell, and an internal 
quarter-wave retarder, said cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device, said liquid crystal cell, and 
said quarter-wave retarder being .superposed with one another, but omits a cholesteric liquid crystal 
polarizing device, including muftiple donuins, each of said domains skewed at a substantially 
uniform angle or at a random angle relative to a plane parallel to the cholesteric LCD, 

The Office Action fiirther states that Murai discloses, in figs. 14-24, a cholesteric liquid 
CTysta.1 polarizing device including multiple domains skewed at a substantially unitbrm angle or 
skewed at distribution angles and including a plitrality of sub-domains, said sub-domains being 
disposed within a distribution of angles relative to said at least one domain, each of said domains 
'skewed at an angle relative to a plain parallel to the cholesteric FXD. 

Takei is cited by the Examiner as disclosing that the domains are skewed at a random angle. 
However, it is respectfully submitted that Takei teaches that "The cholesteric liquid crystal is in a 
randomly aUgned state to be twisted at a specific helical pitch in the absence of an electric field" 
(Abstract, Takei). 

Willet, Murai and Takei do not teach or suggest the invention recited in claim 1 5, 
Specifically, Willet, Mirrai and Takei, whether lalcen alone or in combination, do not teach or 
suggest a reflective liquid crystal polarizing display which includes a liquid crystal cell, an inlemal 
quarter-wave retarder, and a planar cholesteric liquid crystal polari^ng device, which includes 
multiple domains where each of the domains is skewed at a random angle relative to a plane parallel 
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to the cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device; aiid where tlie cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing 
device, the liquid crystal cell, and the quarter-wave retarder are superposed witli one another. In 
view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that claim 15 is patentable over Willet and Murai. 

Claims 16-18 and 24. which depend directly or indirectly jfrom the independent claim 15, 
incorporate all of the limitations of claim 15, and are therefore also patentable ovei- WiUet, Muraj 
and Takei for at least those reasons provided for claim 1 5. 
Rejection of aaims 19-23- 28. and 29 under 35 U.S>C. Section lOSra^ 

The OflRce Action states tliat the combination of Willet, Murai and Takei discloses the 
device strudure as recited in the claim, but does not specifically disclose pixel regions arranged in a 
repeating array of different colors. The Office action further states that Ma discloses a cholesteric 
LCD wherein pixel regi ons are arranged in a repeating array of red pixels, green pixels, and blue 
pixels, said red pixels reflecting circularly polarized red ligjit, said green pixels reflecting circularly 
polarized green li^t, and blue pixels reflecting circularly polarized blue light 

However, Willet, Murai, Takei and Ma, whether taken alone or in combination, do not teach 
or suggest the subject matter recited in claim 15, as each of these references fails at least to teach or 
suggest a reflective liquid crystal polarizing display which includes a liquid crystal cell, an internal 
quarter-wave retarder, and a planar cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device which includes 
multiple domains where each of the domains is skewed at a random, angle relative to a plane parallel 
to the cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device; and where tjie cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing 
device, the liquid crystal cell, and the quarter-wave retarder are superposed with one another. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that Willet, Murai, Takei and Ma, 
whether taken alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the subject matter recited in clairns 
19-23, 28, and 29, which depend directly or indirectly from the indepcndenl claim 15 and 
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incorporate aJI of the Umitations of claim 15. and are therefore also patentable over Willot, Murai, 

Takei and Ma for at leart those reasons provided for claim 15. 

RejectioTi of Claiiins 3<U33 im d er 35 IJ.S.r. Se^nr. in^^ „| 

The Office Action states that WilJet discloses. i„ fig. 2. a reflective liquid crystal display 

comprising a planar cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device, a liquid crystal cell, and an internal 
quarter-wave rctarder, said cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device, said liquid crystal cell, and 
said quarter mvc retarder being superposed with one another, but omits a cholesteric liquid crystal 
polarizing device, including multiple domains, each of said domains skewed at an angle relative to a 
plane parallel to the cholesteric LCD and an absorbing medium. 

The Office Action further stales that Murai discloses, in figs. 14-23. a cholesteric liquid 
crystal polarising device including multiple domains skewed at an angle relative to a plane parallel 
to the cholesteric LCD. 

The Office Action still further states that Ma discloses a cholesteric device comprising a 
liquid crystal cell comprising a twisted agent and an absoiting medium. 

Takei is cited by the Kxaminer as disclosing that the domains are skewed at a random angle. 
However, it is respectfiilly submitted that Takei teaches that "The cholesteric Uquid crystal is in a 
randomly aUgned state to be twi.sted at a specific helical pitch in the absence of an electric field" 
(Abstract, Takei). 

Willet, Murai, Takei or Ma do not teach or suggest the invention recited in claim 30. 
Specifically, Willet, Murai, Takei and Ma, whetlier taken alone or in combination, do not teach or 
suggest a reflective liquid crystal display comprising a linear polarizer having a polarization 
direction, a liquid crystal cell, a quarter-wave retarder having a fast axis, an absorbing medium, and 
a planar cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device including a plurality of pixel rogiom and 
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muJtiple domains each of which are skewed at a r^doman^l. relative to a plane paraUd to the 
cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device. In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted 
lhat claim 30 is patentable over Willot, Murai, Takei and Ma. 

Claims 3 1 and 33, which depend directly or indirectly from the independent clajra 30, 
incorporate all of the limitations of claim 30 and are therefore also patentable over WiUet, Murai, 
Takei and Ma for at least those reasons provided for claim 30. 
Rejection of Qaima 34-37 nnder 35 ILfLC. Section 103( a ) 

The Office Action states that the combination of Willet, Takei Murai, and Ma di.scIoses a 
cholesteric LCD device structure as recited in the claim inchiding a black mode device and a white 
mode device, said cholesteric polarizing device reflecting left-hand or right-hand circularly 
polarized light, but fails to disclose a retarder oriented at 45 degrees. The Office action jurther 
states lhat Van Haaren discloses a retarder oriented at 45 degrees to a polarization direction. 

Willet, Murai, Takei, Ma, and Van Haaren, whether taken atone or in combination, do not 
teach or suggest the subject matter recited in claim 30, as each of these references fails at least to 
teach or suggest a reflective liquid crystal display comprising a linear polarizer having a 
polarization direction, a liquid crystal cell, a quarter-wave retarder having a fast axis, an absorbing 
medium, and a planar cholesteric Uquid crystal polarizing device including a plura lity of pixel 
regions and multiple domains each of which are skewed at a ratidom ande relative to a plane 
parallel to the cholesteric liquid crystal polarizing device. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that Willet, Murai, Takei,Ma, and Van 
naareji, whether taken alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the subject matter recited in 
claims 34-37, which depend directly or indirccUy from the independent claim 30 and incorporate all 
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of the limttations of clami 30, and are therefore also patetrtable over Willet, Murai, Takei,Ma, and 
Van Haaren for at least those reasons provided for claim 30. 
Ponblc Patentfng Rc^ cctgmi 

AppUcaiits re,spectfully request abeyance until indication of claim aJlowance over the 
Section 103 rejections to submit a Terminal Disclaimer to obviate the Double Patenting rejections 
of claims 1^6, 1 1-24 aiid 28-37 over claims 1-22 of US Patent No. 6,833,891. 

Conclasion 

In view of the foregoing, applicants respectfully request reconsidcratioa withdrawal of all 
rejections, and allowance of all pending claims in due course. 

Regpectftilly submitted. 



, , ^, Reg. No. 46,144 

July 21, 2005 

Customer No, 26665 

Reveo, Inc. 

3 Westchester Plaza 

Clmsford, NY 10523 

914-798-7270 




Page 14 of 14 



PAGE 14/14 * RCVD AT 7/2112005 11 :09:33 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVR:USPT0{FXRF-6I1 ' DNIS:872930( ' CSID:9146698977 * DURATION (min'SS):0440 



